
DISPUTED ISSUES 

arbitration petition? (9: 
18.2) 

REVISED JOIR'T DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

CAVALIER PROPOSED : CAVALIER RATIONALE 
COYTRACT LAXGUAGE I 

-ecord ofall  Services ordcrcd by the 
xher parry under this  Agreement 
Each party shall he the single poiiit 
if contact tor its own Customers 
ivitl i  regaid to all ser\'icei, facililirh 
31 products provided by ihe other 
paity directly to that party, and 
Jther services and products which 
:ach parry's Customers w i s h  to 
purchase from that party or which 
they have purchased from that party 
Conimunications by each party's 
Customers with iegard to all 
services, Cacdities 01 pioducrs 
proridcd by the other party to that  
party and other senices and 
products which each party's 
Customeis wish to purchase fioni 
thatparty or which they have 
purchased from that party, shall he 
made to that party, and not to the 
other party Each party shall 
insttuct its Customers that such 
communications shall be directed to 
that party, and not to the other party 

18.2.2 - Requests by each party's 
Customers foi information about or 
provision of products or services 
which they wish to purchase Iron1 
that party, requests by that party's 
Customers to change, terminate, or 
obtain information about, assistance 
in using, or repair or maintenance 
of, products or services which they 
have purchased from that party, and 
inquiries by that party's Customers 
concerning that paity's bills, 

VERIZON PROPOSED 
COXTRACT LANGUAGE 

, fa l l  Senice5 ordered by Cavalier 
iiidei this Agreement Cavaliei 
:hall be the single point of contact 
For Cavalier Customers with regard 
to a11 sei \ iccs,  facilities or products 
provided by Verizon to Cavalier 
and other services and products 
which they wish to purchase from 
Cavalier or which they have 
purchased from Cavalier 
Communications by Cavalier 
Customers n'ith iegard to a l l  
sen'icrs, facilities or products 
provided by Verizon io Cavalier 
and otliri sewices and products 
nhicli they wish to purchase from 
Cavalier or which they have 
purchased from Cavalier, shall be 
made to Cabalier, and not to 
Veriron Cavalier shall instruct 
Cavaliei Customers that such 
communications shall he directrd 
to Cavalier 

18.2.2 -Requests by Cavalier 
Customers for information about or 
provision of products or services 
which they wish to purchase from 
Cavalier, requests by Cavalier 
Customeis to change, terminate, or 
obtain information about, 
assistance in using, or repair or 
maintenance of, products or 
services which they have 
purchased from Cavalier, and 
inquiries by Cavalier Customers 
concerning Cavalier's bills, 
chaises for Cavalier's products or 

VERIZON RAT10NAI.E 

Veiiron should not be required to 
train its personnel about (lavaliei's 
services (Smirh Dwecr, page 16, 
l ine  6) 

Cavalier's "non-discrimination" 
language is far too vague for 
i i icluxw in an intercoimectiun 
agreement (Smirh Dneci. pnEe 
16, line, 20.22) 

Cabalier raises isolated iiistrlnces 
that i t  claims occurred seberal 
years ago and demonstrarr why i t h  

proposed language is necessary 
But these isolated, unique cases ~ 

even if they occurred as Cavalier 
claims ~ do not support the 
inclusion of Cavalier's language 

In any event, despite Cavalier's 
decision not to inform Verizon of 
these alleged problems at thc time 
they supposedly occurred, Venzon 
has taken steps to minimize the 
occurrence of such incidents 
(Smirh Rebrrrral. page I /, lines 8- 
17)  
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REVISED JOINT DECISlON POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPUTED 1SSI:ES CAVALIER PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LAllGUAGE 

18.2.3.3 - Cavalier and Verizon will 
provide their respective repair 
contact numbers to one another on a 
reciprocal basis 

CA\'ALIER FU'I'IONALE L'ERTZON PROPOSLD 
CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

5ervicrs. and, i f  the Cavalier 
Cus(omers ieceiw dial tone line 
service from Cavalier, annoyance 
calls, shall be made by the Cavalier 
Customeis 10 Cavalier, and not to 
Verizon 

18.2.3 - Cab'alier and Veriron wi l l  
employ the following procedures 
for handling misdirected repair 
calls 

18.2.3.1 - Camher and \'eriron 
will educate their respectice 
Customers as to the correct 
teleplione numbers to call m order 
to access their iespective repair 
bureaus 

18.2.3.2 -To the extent Party A is 
idrntifiable as the correct procider 
ofservice to Customers that make 
misdirected repair calls to Party B, 
Party B wi l l  immediately refer the 
Customers to the telephone number 
provided by Party A, or to an 
information source that can 
provide the telephone number of 
Party A,  in a courteous manner and 
at no charge In responding to 
misdirected repair calls, neither 
Party shall make disparaging 
remarks about the other Party, its 
services, rates, 01 service quality 

18.2.3.3 - Cavalier and Verizon 
wil l  provide their respective repair 
contacl numbers to one another on 

VEKLZON RA'TIONALE 



I DISPl TED ISSI!ES 

REL'ISED JOINT DEClSlON POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 

CAVALIER PROPOSED 
COVTRACT LAXGUAGE 

18.2.3.4 - I f  either paity ieccives or 
iespondh to an iiiquii y froni n 
Customer of the other party. or a 
prospective Customer of the other 
party, then the party receiving that  
inquiry shall ( I )  provide mutually 
agreed referrals to that Customer or 
prospective Customer, L\ho inquires 
about the other party's pioducts oi 

services, ( i i j  not disparage or 
discriminate against the other party 
or its products or service?, and (111 )  

iior provide information about its 
own producrs oi ser\'ices durins that 
same inquiry or Customer conldct 
unless such information is 
specifically requested by the 
Customer 

18.2.5 - Each party shall piovide 
adequate training, and impose 
sufficiently strict codes of conduct 
or standards of conduct, for all of its 
employees and contractors to 
engage in appropriate professioiial 
conduct in any contact with the 
other party's customers Each party 
shall investigate all reports from the 
other party of any material 
violations of such standards o f  
conduct and provide a written report 
to the other party describing in 
detail (a )  the findings of such 
investigation, and (bj the remedial 
or disciplinary action taken in 
response to any improper conduct 
identified by the invesrigatiiig party 

CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

CAVALIER RATIONALE ~ VERIZOh PROPOSED 
COh-TRACT LANGUAGE 

recipiocal basis 

8.2.4 - 111 addition IO section 
8 2 3 addressing msdirected 
epair calls, the Party receiving 
ither types ofmisdirected inquiiies 
roni the other Party's Customer 
hall not in  a n y  way disparage the 
ither Paity 

VEKIZO~K RATIONALE 
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REVISED JOINT DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

CAI'ALIER PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

DISPI'TED ISSIIES C.4V.4LIER RATIOVALE 1 VElUZOV PROPOSED 

' appropriatc professional conduct" 1 
shall be deemed to be coitduct that ! 
is in accordance with sections 18 2 ~ 

of this Agreement, as wcll a s  a l l  
applicable industry standards For 
pulposes of this section I8 2,  the 
offering of flee or discounted 
classified (YKIIow Pages) listings by 
Verizon or a Verizon aftiliate [o a n  
existing or prospectivc Customer of  
Cavalier, in exchange for a winback 
of an existing Cavalier Customer or 
the cancellation of a prospective 
Cavalier Customer's ordei to 
Cavalier for serbice, shall be 
deemed not to constitute 
"appropriate professional conduct" 
and to be a violation of rhis srction 
I8 2 

18.2.6 - Violation of secfions I 8  2 I ,  
18 2 4, or 18 2 5 of this Agreement 
shall entitle the non-offending party 
to immediate payment of one 
thousand dollars (%1,000 00) u1 
liquidated damages per occurrence, 
per subscriber More than ten ( I O )  
violations of this provision within a 
single month by either party shall 
entitle the non-offending party to 
immediate payment of a n  additional 
amount of ten thousand dollars 
($10,000 00) in liquidated damages 
per month, above and beyond a n y  
other amounts of liquidated 
damages that apply under this 

provision More than  twenty-five 

~ COXTRACT LANGUAGE 
VERIZON R4TLON.4LE 
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DISPLTED ISSUES 

REVISED JOINT DECISION POINT LIS1 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

CAVALIER PROPOSED ~ C4\'ALIER R4TlON4LE 
CONTRACT LANGUAGE ~ 

I 

~ 

(25 )  I iolations of thi3 pro\,ision 
mitliiii  a single month by either 
party shall entitle the iion-offending 
party to immediate payment of an 
additional amouiit of fifty tliousaiid 
dollars ($50,000 00) i n  liquidated 
damages per month, above and 
beyond any other amounts of 
liquidated damages tliar apply under 
this provision 

18.2.7 -Upon the tirst occurrence of 
any particular type of allegedly 
improper conduct reported by one 
party to the other, and confiimatioii 
through investigation or any 
informal or formal complaint 
proceeding that any impropcr 
conduct did occur, the non- 
offendiiig party shall not be entitled 
to liquidated damages pursuant to 
section 18 2 6 of this Agreement if 
the investigating party certifies in 
good faith to the non-offending 
party tha t  i t  has (a) promptly 
investigated any report of alleged 
wrongdoing, and (b) takeii prompt, 
reasonable, and appropriate 
remedial or disciplinary action in 
response to any improper conduct 
identified by the investigating party 

18.2.8 - The provisions of section 
18 2 ofthis Agreement shall not he 
conshued to preclude either party 
from seeking relief in any forum of 
competent jurisdiction, except rhat 
each party shall he haned from 

VERTZON PROPOSED 
commcr LANGUAGE 

VERIZOS RATIOYALE 
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REVISED JOINT DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER Y. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPUTED ISSLES 

Issue C18: Should a 
credit apply for Verizon . .  . 
pre-production errors,  
ihould remedies be 
aligned between CLEC 
and Verizon retail 
:ustomen, and should 
appropriate provisions 
govern Yellow Pages 
:ontacts and er rors?  ( 5  
19.1.6) 

CAVALIER PROPOSED 
COSTRACTLA-GLAGE 

.eeking relief in a n y  toruin of 
'ompetent jurisdiction in re5ponsr 
o the first occunence of any 
,articular type of allegedly 
mpropcr conduct reported by one 
,arty to the other, ifthe alleged 
>lolation is confirmed through 
nvestigation and the investigating 
n r r y  certifirs in good faith to the 
ion-offending party that i t  has (a) 
xomprly investigated a n y  report O C  
Illeged wrongdoing, and (b) laken 
3rompr. reasonable, and appropi late 
-emedial or disciplinary aciion in 
mpoiise to any improper conduct 
identified by the investigatins parry 
Any relief available in any forum o f  
:ompeten! j~irisdictioii shall be in 
lddition to. and not in  place of, any 
liquidated damases or other relief 
available or afforded to a non- 
offending party under section 18 2 
of this Agreement 
19.1.6.1 - Verizon's liability to 
Cavalier in the event of a Verizon 
enor  i n  or ommion of a listing shall 
be the same as  Verizon's liability to 
its own end user Customers for such 
errors in or omssions of listings, as 
specified in Verizon's VSCC Tariff 
No 201, Section 1 E 3, provided, 
however, that Verizon agiees to 
release, defend, hold harmless and 
indemnify Cavalier from and 
against any and a l l  claims, losses, 
damages, suits. or other actions, or 
any liability whatsoever (hereinafter 
for purposes of this section, 

CAVALIER RATIOKALE 

lavaher believes that an 
adequate compensation 
nechanism is needed to address 
.he problem of directory errors 

VERTZON PROPOSED 
COSTRACT LANCIJACE 

- 

~ 

19.1.3 - Cavalier shall provide 
Verizon with daily listing 
information on all new Cavalier 
Customers in the format required 
by Verizon or a mutually-agreed 
upon industry standard format, at 
no charge The information shall 
include the Customer's name, 
address, telephone number, the 
delivery address and number of 
directories to be delivered, and, in 
the case of a business listing, the 
primary business heading under 
which the business Customer 
desires to be placed, and any other 

VERTZOV RATION 4LE 

4lthough i t  has no obligation to do 
io, Verizon has agreed to 
:ompensate Cavalier for onussions 
)r service-affecting errors in its 
:ustomerr' directory listings 
Verizon proposes that its liability 
o Cavalier under these 
:ircunistances be comparable to 
Verizon's liability to i t s  own 
:ustomers, it has offered Cavalier a 
50% credit on the monthly W E  
oop rate where Cavalier sewes a 
:ustomer with a loop or entirely 
wer  its own facilities and a 50% 
:redit on the resale charges for dial 
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REVISED JOINT DEClSlON POlNT LIST 

- 
DlSPlWCD ISSUES C.4VALIER PROPOSED 

CONTRACT LAUGI!AGE 
I la im") ,  suffered, made, 
istituted, or asserted by a n y  person 
rising out of Verizon's Iihting o f  
ie listing infoimation provided by 
aLalier if such Claims are i l i e  
roximate result of Verizon's gross 
egligence or willful misconduct, 
robided further that the foregoing 
idemnification hhall apply only i f  

nd, to the extent that,  Cavalier's 
iriffs and Customer contiacts 
ontain liniitation of liability 
robision5 which. in the event of d 

'erizon or Cavalier eiior in or 
mission of a directoiy listing, are 
ie same in relebant substance as  
hose contained in Verizon's tariffs, 
nd Cavalier has complied with [lie 
irovisions of Section 24 3 of [his 
igreement 

9.1.6.2 -The  following procedures 
v i l l  apply to the calculation and 
dministration of Verizon's liability 
or directoly errors and omissions 
inder Section 19 I 6 I 

a) Within ninety (90) days of the 
conclusion of the distribution o 
a directory, Cavaliei will 
submit a report to Verizon of 
all errors in that directory that 
Cavalier believes are 
attributable to a Verizon error 
Withm thirty (30) days of that 
date, Verizon will issue a repoi 
confirming the Cavalier 
findings Discrepancies will be 

C4VALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

C 4\'ALIER RATIOKALE 1 WRUON PnoPosm 
CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

nlormation necessary for the 
iublication and deliver)' of 
lirectories Cavalier will also 
i ro~ ide  Veriron with daily listing 
nforniation showing Ctistonieis 
ha t  ha\e disconnecwd or 
ernunated their service with 
3valier Vrrizon will proniprly 
novide Cabalier u'ith coiifirmation 
)f listing ordei activiry, either 
hrough a \'erification iepoit or a 
luery on any listing which was not 
icceptable 

19.1.5 -Both Parties shall use 
:ommercially reasonable efforts to 
m u l e  the accurate listing of 
Cavalier Customer Iistirlgs At 
Zavalier's request, Verizon shall 
Jrovide Cavalier with a report of 
111 Cavalier Customer listings 
ionnally no more than ninety (90) 
jays and no less than thirty (30) 
jays prior to the service order 
:lose date for the applicable 
3irectory Verizon will process 
m y  corrections made by Cavalier 
with respect to i t s  listings, 
provided such corrections are 
received prior to the close date of 
the particular directory Veriron 
will provide appropriate advance 
notice of applicable close dates 

19.1.6 -As  futher detailed below, 
Verizon's liability to Cavalier in 
the event of a Verizon error in or 
omission of a listing shall be 

tone line and fised usage scr\ ices 
where Cavalier seives a custoniei 
mith iesold ser\ices (Toorliiiiou ~ 

Spencei Duecl. pnge J, /ma 6- 
13) 

Cavalier incorrectly describes how 
Verizon credits its own customers 
and bases its proposed language 
(19 I 6 )  on a flawed methodology 
(Toor/ininn~Spe,lcr,. D i l c ~ l .  p"ge 4, 
I i i ie  24 IO pngc 3, h i e  3 )  
Althoush Cavalier claims it  seeks 
parity with Verizon customers. 
Cavalier relics on a t  least the 
folloumg four incorrect 
assumptions that would piovide it 
higher credits than  Verizon retail 
customers receive ( I )  all Verizon 
retail customers subscribe to flat- 
rated usage service (with higher 
fixed monthly charges), (2)  all 
Verizon retail customers in 
Virginia are located in Rate 
Groups 7 and 8 (which have higher 
fixed monthly charges). (3) 
Verizon credits customers the 
maximum amount under the tariff 
for any error, no matter how minoi 
or immaterial, and (4) business 
customers in Northern Virginia pay 
$42 18 for fixed local usage 
packages ( Toodimnn-Spencer 
Rebulrnl, pnge 8. line 19 10 pnge Y. 
line 22) 

Cavaliei's othzi proposals are 
unreasonable and unnecessary, 
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REVISED JOINT DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPL'TED ISSUES CAV.4LIER PROPOSED CA\;I,lF,R R4TIONAT.E 
COXTRACT LASGUAGE 

I 1 
If Verizon or a n  affiliate of Veriron. 
through i r s  own action oi through 
actioii taken pursuant to 
coiiimunication with a Cabal le i  
Customer initiated by  Vrrizon or its 
affiliate, causes a n  error in a 
classified (Yellow Pages) lisring foi 
which Cavalier would otherwisr 
have had sole rcspoiisibility to 
originate or with respect to which 
Cavalier would orherwise have had 
bole responsibility for submitting 
appropriale infornution to flow 
through to a free classified (Yellow 
Pages) listing, then Verizon wil l  
provide to Cavalier a witten 
iiotification of a n y  subsequent 
contact tha t  Verizon or Verizon 
Directory personnel may have with 
that customer and the nature of tha t  
contact, and Verizon will take 
appropriate remedial action to 
correct any such error and to 
compensate Cavalier as may he 
appropriate under the 
circumstances 

VERIZON PROPOSED 
CONTRACTLAYGUAGE 

published \pith a service affecting 
enor in Ve1izon.s White Pages 
andlor Yellow Pages directory, 
Verizon shall piobide Cavalier a 
ciedit of fifty (50) percent of the 
applicablc monthly Loop rare 
during the life of the affected 
VeriLoii publislied White Pages 
and/or Ycllow Pages directory 
For a Cavalier Customer served 
w i t h  Verizon Resold Services and 
rnAiose non-chargeable directory 
listing was either omitted from 
Veriron's published White Pages 
and/or Yellow Pages directory or 
w a s  published with a service 
affecting error in Verizon's White 
Pages and/or Yellow Pages 
directoi y. Verizon would probide 
Cavalier a credit of fifty (50) 
Dercent of the amlicable monthlv . .  
wholesale rates (I e ,  the applicable 
monthly retail rates after 
subtracting the applicable avoided 
cost discounts) for the dial tone 
l ine and the fixed local usage 
service resold to the Cavalier 
Customer during the life of the 
affected Veuzon published White 
Pages andor Yellow Pages 
directory The Parties agree to 
detemune whether a listing for a 
Cavalier Customer was onutred 
from Verizon's published directory 
or published with an error (which 
may or may not be service 
affecting) by comparing the 
ielevant Verizon directory to the 

VERIZON RATIONALE 

Cavalier wants to shift all of the ! responsibility to Veiizon ~ by, 
y ing  Verizon's financial liabiliry 
o a pooily dcfincd duty to produce 
%LI  codcs and "other intormarioii" 
19 I 3 )  imposing conditions upon 

:ontacts mith yellow page 
:usromers (19 I 0 2 ( c )  ~. while a1 

he same time i t  \\ants ro divest 
tself of a n y  role in verifying its 
iwn customers' listings 
Toothninii-Spei7cer Dii e o .  pug" 4. 

'ines 4-6, pflge / / .  line l6, pugc 
I2 .  line /, 7-1  / )  

Zavalier also seeks to iiiclude a n  
mnecesbary provision that would 
q u i r e  the parlies to agree to 
iegotiate direct, unmediated access 
o Venzon's directory databases 
Tuoothmun-Spencer Direcl page 

I2. l ine 22 ropuge 13, line I )  
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REVISED JOINT DEClSlON POLNT I,IST 
CAVALIER v. VERTZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPL:TED ISSUES 1 CAVALIER PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LANGU.4GE 

ssue C19: Should a new 
)recess be used to 
.eelassif?. and end offices 
nlo different density cells 
o r  UNE pricing 
wrposes, as proposed in 
7avalier’s Virginia 
irbitration petition, and 
pecifically, should the 
3elhia end office be 
.eclassified into density 
.ell one or two? ( 5  20.3) 

ssue C21: Should the 
igreement allow for a 
inilateral Verizon 
lemand for deposits and 
idvance payments? ( 5  
10.6) 

RESOLVED 

20.6 -Cavalier proposes the 
deletion o f  20 6 in its entirety 

CAVALLER RATIONALE 

RESOLVED 

Cavalier does not believe that 
Verizon should be granted the 
unilateral right to demand 
crippling amounts ofdeposits or 
advance payments from 
Cavalier 

VERIZOV PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LANGLIAGE 

-elewnt Listing Verification 
ieporr provided by Verizon in 
iccordance with Section 19 I 5 and 
my corrections thereto subnutted 
iy  Cavalier to Verizon in a timely 
naniier ( I  e ,  prior to the Closing 
l a t e  for the releiant Verizon 
jirectory) 

19.1.8  no proposed language. 

RESOLVED 

20.6. Upon request by Verizon, 
Cavalier shall, a t  any time and 
from rime to time, provide to 
Verizon adequate assurance of 
payment of amounts due (or to 
become due) to Verizon hereunder 
Assurance ofpayment ofcharges 
may be requested by Verizon if 
Cavalier (a) in Verizon’s 
reasonable judgment, at the 
Effective Date or at any time 
thereafter, i s  unable to demonstrate 
that i t  is creditworthy, (b) prior to 
the Effective Date, has failed to 

VERTZON RATIONALE 

RESOLWD 

Verizon’s assunnce ofpayment 
language pemuts Verizon to obtai 
adequate assurance of payment in 

the event that a CLEC becomes 
financially unstable or unable to 
make payment (Smith Direct, 
ooge 19, lin13 9-11) Cavalier has 
deleted Verizon’s language in its 
entirety (Smith Direcl, page 19. 
line / 5 )  

The linuted protection afforded to 
Verizon by this language i s  s i rn i l a  
to that provided by the security 
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REVISED JOINT DECISION POlNT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPIVED ISSUES C4V 1 L  I E R PRO POSED 
CONTRACT LANCIrAGE 

CA\  41.IER RATlON4LE ' vEwzon7 PROPOSED ' VEMZOY R4TIOiVALE 
COYTRACTLANGUAGE 

:imely pa)ya bill (in respect of 
mounts  not subject to a hona fide 
3ispute) rendered to Cavalier by 
Verizon or its Affiliates, (c) on or 
3ftei the Effective Date, fails to 
timely pay a bill (in respect of 
amounts not subject to a bona fide 
dispute) rendered to Cavalier by 
Verizon or its Affiliates. or (d) 
admits its inability to pay its debts 
rls such debts become due, has 
commenced a voluntary case (or 
has had a case commenced against 
i t )  under the U S Bankruptcy Code 
or any other law relating to 
bankruptcy, insolvency. 
reorganization, winding-up. 
composition or adjustment o f  debts 
or the like, has made an  
assignment for the benefit of 
creditors or is subject to a 
receivership or similar proceeding 
Unless otherwise agreed by the 
Parties, the assurance o f  payment 
shall consist of an unconditional, 
irrevocable standby lener of credit 
naming Verizon as the beneficiary 
thereof and otherwise in form and 
substance satisfactory to Verizon 
from a financial InStiNtion 
acceptable to Verizon, in either 
case in  a n  amount equal to two (2) 
months anticipated charges 
(including, without Iinutation, both 
recurring and non-recurring 
charges), as reasonably determined 
by Verizon, for the services, 
facilities or arrangements to be 

paymeiirs Veriron may rcquire of 
its ouii end iisers under its retail 
tariffs, and the insurance Verizon 
requires from its vendors (Siiiiih 
Diieci. piigi' I9,  l i i ius 11-14)  

The Bureau has rejected the idea 
that Verizon i s  not entitled to a n y  
assurance of payment protection iii 

the Virgiiiia Arhir iat ion Order 
(Sh id i  D i i e c r .  page 21, l ines I / -  
/ 3 )  

Verizon's proposed contract 
language does not create an 
advance payment obligation On 
the contrary, Verizon can only 
draw on this money well after 
Cavalier has refused to pay its bills 
(Smi lh  Rrhiiimi. pug" / 2 ,  Iinrs 8- 
18) 

If Cavalier can be driven into 
bankruptcy by simply being forced 
to make certain of its payments at 
the beginning of the month, rather 
than the end of the month, then it 
has financial problems that actually 
demonstrate why Veriron needs 
such protection against the risk of 
Cavalier bankruptcy (Smifh 
RebufIirl, page / 3 ,  Irnes L - 1 8 )  

Although the letter-of-credit 
provisions are triggered when 
Cavalier fails to timely pay a bill. 
the letter of ciedit is nAt triggered 
in the cases ofhona tide disputes 
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REVISED .JOINT DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DISPUTED ISSLIES CAVAT.1ER PROPOSED CAVALIER RATIOKALE 
~ 

\'ERIZON PROPOSED ! VERIZON RATTOVALE 
COXTRACTLANGUAGE 

provided by Veriron to Cavalier i i i  
connection with this Agreement 
Verizon may (but is not obligaled 
to) diaw oil the letter ofcredit 
upon notice to Cavalier in respect 
of any amounts billed hereunder 
that are not paid within thiny (30) 
days of the date of the applicable 
statenieiit of charges prepared by 
Veiizon If Cavalier fails to timely 
pay (9) two (2)  or more bills ( in  

respect of amounts nor subject to a 
bona tide dispute) that Verizon 
renders dt any time during any 
sixty (60) day period or (y) t h e e  
(3) or mole hills (in respect of 
amounts not subject to a bona fide 
dispute) that Veriron renders a t  
any time during any one hundred 
eighty (180) day period, Veriron 
may, a t  its option, demand (and 
Cavalier shall provide for the 
remainder of the term ofthis 
Agreement, including, without 
Iimtatioii, during any extensions 
of the term) additional assurance of 
payment, consisting of monthly 
advanced payments of estimated 
charges as reasonably determined 
by Verizon, with appropriate true- 
up against actual billed charges no 
more frequently than once per 
calendar quarter, provided, 
however, that Cavalier shall not be 
required to provide the foregoing 
additional assurance of payment if 
the total amount ofthe unpaid bills 
represents less than five percent 

Siniilarly, alrhougli the advance- 
payment piovisioiis a ie  triggered 
Cavalier inusses two bill payment! 
in 60 days, this does m a p p l y  i f  

the missed payments are subiect I 
bona tide disputes (Sinirh 
Rehurlnl, puge 14. line 25 to piigc 
1 5 ,  l ine 4 )  

By including an assurance of 
payment provision in the coiltiact 
Verizon is not trying to d i i ~ e  
Cavalier out ofbusiness ~ Sectior 
20 6 does not even apply as long i 

Cavalier pays it3 bills (Sniith 
RebufIal, pogc IS,  l u i a  12-13) 

5 5  
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CAVALIER PROI'OSEU 
co\.rR;\u LANGUAGE 

REVISED JOINT DECISION POINT LIST 
CAVALIER v. VERIZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

CAV,ALIER RATIOVALE 

Issue C24: Should an 
embargo or  termination 
of services require prior 
Commission approval, a s  
proposed in Cavalier's 
Virginia arbitration 
petition? ( 5  22.4) 

22.4 - Ifeithei Party defaulrs in the 
payment of a n y  amount due 
hereunder, except for amounts 
subject to a bona fide dispute 
pursuant to Section 28 9 hereof with 
respect to which the disputing Party 
has complied with the requirements 
of Section 28 9 in its entirety or i f  

either Party materially violates any 
other material provision of [his 
Agieement, and such default or 
violation shall continue for sixty 
(60) days after written notice 
thereof, the othrr Party may 
teiminate this Agreement oi 
suspend the provision o f a n y  or all  
sewices provided undei tliis 

In the event ofpayment dispute, 
Verizon should not have the 
unilateral right to force notice to 
Cavalier's customers [hat 
Cavalier may exit the market, if 
tha t  is nor Cavalier's intention 
Existing SCC regulations require 
Cavalier to provide such notice 
to its cusromers, if Verizon 
provides notice to Cavalier o fan  
intended discontinuance of 
service Cavalier belreves that 
the inrerconnectmn agreement 
should remove this imbalance by 
requiring prior SCC approval 
before either party provides 
notice of discontinuance 
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22.4 - If either Party defaults in the 
payment of any amount due 
hereunder, except for amounts 
subject to a bona tide dispute 
pursuant to Section 28 9 hereof 
with respect to which the disputing 
Party has complied with the 
requirements of Section 28 9 in its 
entirety or if either Party materially 
violates any other material 
provision of this Agreement, and 
such default or violation shall 
continue for sixty (60) days after 
written notice thereof, the other 
Parry may terminate this 
Agreement or suspend the 
provision of a n y  or all services 

VEKlZON R.41101\'ALE VERLZOK PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LANGUAGE 

( 5 % )  o f  thc total amount of 
Verizon's bills rendered to 
Ca~al ie i  hereunder during the 
rele\'ant period that are not subject 
to a bona fide dispute 1 lie faci 
thnr a leher of credit or othei 
security is requested by Verizon 
hereunder shall in no way relieve 
Cabalier from compliance with 
Verizon'L regulations as  to 
admnce payments and paymeiir fur 
service, nor constitute a waiver or 
modification of the terms herein 
pertaining tu the discontinuance of 
service for nonpaymenr or any 
sums due to Verizon for the 
sen'ices, facilities or amngements 

1 

I 

Verizon's proposed language is 
reasonable and would allnu, 
Verizon to ternunate or suspend 
service tu Cavalier upon 25 days 
written notice to Cavalier and the 
appropriate regulatory body, but 
only after Verizon provides 
Cavalier notice of the default and 
60 days to cure (Smith Diiecc ai 
page 22, h a  / / - / 5 )  

Conuary to Cavalier's stated 
rationale, Verizon's language does 
not address notice to a defaulting 
party's customers, this is Soverned 
by Virginia SCC rules (Smfrii 
Direcr. poge 26, /v ie3 13-16) 

rendered 
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COWTRACT LANGUAGE 
~~ 

hereundcr by providing Lbritten 
iiotice to the defdulting Party At 
lcast twenty-five ( 2 5 )  days prioi lo 
the effective date of such 
ternundtion or suspension, the 
other Party must provide the 
defaulting Party and the 
appropriate fedeial andor  state 

notice of i ts  intention to termnate 
1 regulatory bodies with written 

__-- 

CONTRACT LANGUAGE 
Agreement by (a )  pro\'iding written 
notice to the dcfaulring Paity aiid 
(b) obtainiiig thc permssion of the 
Commission, or, i f  the Cominission 
wi l l  iiot act. thc permission of tlic 
FCC At leasr twenty-five ( 2 5 )  days 
prior to the effective date of such 
termnation or suspension, the orher 
Party must proLide the defatiltiiig 
Party and the appropi late fedeial 
and'oi statc regulatory bodies i ~ i t h  
written noticc of its iiitcntion to 
teiniinate the Agieeniriit or suspend 
service if the default is not cured 
Noticr shall be posted by oveinight 
mail, renirn receipt requestcd If tlic 
defaulting Party cures ihr default oi 
violation \vi thin the sixty (60) day 
period, the other Party shall not 
ternunate the Agreement or suspend 
service provided hereunder bur shall 
he entitled to recover all reasonable 
costs, if any, incurred by n in 

connection with the default oi 
violation, including, without 
Iimtation, costs incurred to prepare 
for the termination of the 
Agreement or the suspension of 
service provided hereunder For the 
avoidance of any doubt, and 
notwithstanding any other probisioii 
of this Agreement or any right 
conferred by Applicable Law, 
neither party may ternunate seivicc 
or refuse to provide additional 
sewices under rhis Agreement 
except in accordance with a n  order 
of the C o m s s i o n  or the FCC, 

' irturn receipt requested If the 
dehulting Party cures the default 
or biolation within the sixty (60) 
day period, the orher Party shall 
not terimnate the Agreement or 
suspend sen'ice provided 
heieunder hut shall be entitled to 
recover all reasonable costs, if any, 
incurred by i t  in connection with 
the default or violation, including, 
without limitation, costs incurred 
to prepare for rhe termnation of  
the Agreement or the suspension of 
sewice provided hereunder 

I VERTZON R4TIONALE 

Caralier'i  language would require 
Venron to get an order from thc 
Viiginia SCC or rhe Commission 
beforc Verizon could tertniiiate 
Cava I l e i  for non-pa ymenr (Siriitli 
Direct, piige 24. /in?, 5 - / 0 )  This 
language goes beyond what the 
law requires And would require 
Verizon to continue providing 
service to Caralier long after 
Cavalier has stopped paying for i t  

(Snzlth Dii-eci. pnge 25, hie,  5-91 

Moreover, Ca\d ie i  has the ability 
to initiate a proceeding to block the 
service embargo (Sini lh Rebulml, 
page / 16. line5 7 9 )  

Cavalier admts  that the 
discontinuance iiotices that  it once 
sent to its customers are not 
Verizon's fault, but are required by 
the Virginia SCC IfCavalier 
dislikes the Virginia SCC's rules, 
it should protest to the Virginia 
SCC, rather than asking the Bureau 
to compel Verizon to continue 
providing service to delinquent 
customers (Sini lh Rebulml, page 
16, I l n a  10.14) 

i 
I 

57 



REVISED JOINT DECISION POLNT LIST 
CAV.4LIER v. VERlZON 
CC DOCKET NO. 02-359 

DlSPL' TED ISSUES CAL'ALIER PROPOSED 1 CAL'ALIER RATIONALE 

Issue C25: Should the 
agreement include a new 
section 255.7: 'Tor 
Icgall) cognizable 
damages claimed as a 
result of either party's 
violation of state o r  
rederal law governing the 
provision of 
telecommunications 
services o r  commerce 
more generally, o r  as a 
result of either party's 
violation o l  any state o r  
rederal regulations 
:overning 
telecommunications o r  
:ommerce more 
:enerally?" (§ 25.5.7) 

CONTRACT LANGUAGE 
mered after a proceeding i n  which 
he party whose services were to be 
,ffected 1185 had a full and fair 
ipportunity to piesent i t s  position 
in a n y  material matters I n  dispute 
ietween the parlies 
!S.5.7 - for legally cognizable 
lamages claimed as a iesult of 
:]the1 party's alleged violation oi  
,rate or fedeial law govcrniiig the 
xovision of telecommunications 
;ervices or commerce more 
{enerally, oi as a result of eilhei 
iarty's allegcd violation of any  state 
i r  federal regulation governiiiL: 
elecotnmunications or coiiuneice 
nore generally 

:a\alier believes that damages 
,thcruise available foi violation 
I f  tlic l a w  regulating comniercc 
iiid communications should iiot 
IC contracted auay a t  Veiizoii's 
iisisteiicr 
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VEIUZON PROPOSED 
CONTRACT LA-GUAGK 

!5.5.7 - for a c h i n  of defamation. 
!5.5.8 - for a claim of misleading 
11 inaccuiate advcrtisiiis, or 
!5.5.9 - for a claim of violation ot 
inlitiusr l a \ b h  (Inchdins a claim 
or trebled or multiple damages 
inder such antitrust laws). 

\'EKLZON RATIOXAJ,E 

The parries agree tliar the 
Agreement should contaiii a 
limtation of liability probisioii 
(ROWUUJ Direci. pogr 2.  Iiiws R- 
IO) 

Cavalier's language u,ould gut this 
provision by seeking a guarantee 
that Verizon provide perfect 
service to Cavalier The Bureau 
rejected a similar request in the 
Vrrgrnrir Arbitrarwn Oidei. 
(Rumono D ~ w c t ,  page 5, Irnrs IO- 
15) 

I n  response to concerns articulated 
by Cavalier, Verizon has proposed 
to add three further exclusions to 
the limitation of liability 
provisions set forth i n  section 25 5 
to clarify that liability for certain 
claims is not limted by the 
interconnection agreement 
Specifically, Verizon is willing to 
exclude the following claims from 
the limitation of liability 
provisions defamation, 
misleading or inaccurate 
advertising, and violation of 
antitrust laws (Romano Rebuttal, 
poge 2, I1nes 3-8) 
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DISPI'TED ISSCIES 
~ 

CAVALIER PROPOSED 
CONTRACTLANGUAGE 

CAVALIER RATIONALE VERIZON RATIONALE j 

The Perfnrmancc Assurai i i r  Pldn, I 
created in New York and adoptrd 
iii Virginia (and 12 other 
lurisdictions) provide3 Vrrizon ~ 

%ith an incenuve lo perform its 
obligations under the 
interconnection agreement The 
PAP has self-executing payments 
[o CLECs that put hundreds of 
millions of dollars at risk annually 
if Verizon's wholesale 
perfomance falls helon certain 
standards The purpose of a PAP 
is to ensure that CLECs ieceive 
service at pariry with Verizon's 
retail customers by penalizing 
Veriron for failure to provide such 
service (Agro Rebullai, page /, 
Iines 22-24, poge 2, h r ~  / - / 2 )  

Both the Comrmssion and the 
Virginia SCC have found that the 
Virginia PAP IS effective in 
ensuring Verizon's non- 
discrirmnatory treatment of 
CLECs (Agru Reburml, pnge 3 ,  
lines / - / 8 ,  pnge 4, hnes l - / 9 )  

Recent changes to the Virginia 
PAP made it more demanding by 
adding more measures of 
performance In addition, the 
revised Virginia PAP allocates 
penalty payments made by Verizon 
between CLECs using unbundled 
loops and CLECs using UNE- 
platform The VirginiaPAP now 
allocates a higher percentage ot 
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DISPUTLD ISSCiES 
- - 

CAVALIER PROPOSED I CAVALIER RATIOVALE 
C'O.UTRACT L.XVCIIA\GE 

ssue C27: Should 
~ i c i n g  be added for 
,barges lrom Cavalier 
o r  Cavalier t ruck rolls, 
Jerizon missedllouled 
Ippoinlmenls, and 
imilar items? (Exhibit 
4 ~ 4  

VEKLZON PROPOSED 
C O h T R A C T  LANCCIAGE 

Exhibit A(2) 

LV - UNE-Related Functions 
Performed by Cavalier 

WINBACKS 

Winbacks - Service Ordei 
Recurring Charge5 - NIA . 
Non Recuning Charges ~ $IO 8 I 

Winbacks - Installation 
Recurring Charges ~ N/A 
Non Recurring Charges - $2 68 

Total 
Recurring - N/A 
Non Recumng Charges - $ I3 49 

PREMISE VISIT - NEW 
LOOPS, HOT CUTS 

Prenuses visit ~ Senice Order 
Recumng Charges ~ h'/A 

Cabalisr beliebes that 11 should 
be compensated for functions 
[hat i t  performs that are 
comparable to functions rhai 
Verizonprrform at a charge to 
Cavalier Verizon agreed to 
compensate Cavalier for parallel 
wiiiback functions, but then 
asserted that Cavalier performs 
no parallel functions Verizon 
agreed to arbitrate the issue of 
huck rolls (including dispatches 
of Cavalier technicians required 
by loops delivered without dial 
tone), but then asserted that 
jurisdiction is lacking to arbitrate 
the issue 

lxhibit A(2) 

V. All other Cavalier Services 
ivailable to \'erizon for 
'urposes of Eflectuating Local 
Cxchange Competition 

ivailable at Cavalier's tariffed or 
)rherwise generally available rates. 

VERIZON R.4TIOV4LE 

penalty payments to CI-ECs usiiig 
uiibuiidled loops than the New 
l'ork PAP da is  (Agru R < d ~ , i k i I ,  

wage 4. lrneh 23-26, page 5 .  line5 
1.4) 

Cavalier and all other CLEC5 in 
Virginia had an opportunity to be 
heard on this change, and Caxalier 
filed comments objecting 10 the 
Virginia PAP'S new allocation, but 
the Virginia SCC disagreed with 
Cavalier (4gro  Rebi i~ ln l .  pogr 5 .  
liize., 4-8) 
Jurisdiction to deternune ihe rate5 
Cavalier proposes to charge to 
Verizon lies with the Virginia 
SCC, not the Bureau (Albeil 
Pnuel Dii-ect. puge 28. line5 3-8) 

Cavalier's proposed charges are 
unnecessary, duplicative of 
existing performance standards, 
and difficult to admnirter (Alberr 
Pone1 Direcr. poge 28. lines 12-16, 
linec 21-22) 

Furthermore, Cavalier has not 
provided any cost studies to 
support its various rate proposals 
(Albert Pnnel Direcl,  page 29, 
lines 17-20) 

An interconnection agreement may 
include rates on which the parties 
have agreed or which the 
Commission's Rules prescribe In 
al l  other cases, however, Cavalier 
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1 Recurring Charses - N / A  
l ion  Recurring Charger - 947 5 5  

PREMISE VISIT - 
MATNTENANCE 

Premise Visit - Servicc Oider 
Recurring Charges - W A  
Non Recurring Chaiges - $47 5 5  

Total 
Recurring Charge3 - K),A. 

~ 1 Noli Recurriiig Chaises - $47 5 5  

MISSED APPOINTMENTS 

Premises Visit- Service Oidei 
Recurring Charges - $16 00 for 
each quarter hour after the first half 
hour's delay 
Non Recurring Charges - $50 00 

V. Cavalier Collection Services 

Intrastate collection -Under the 
same rates, terms, and conditions as 
applicable per Verizon - VA SCC 
TariffNo 218, asamendedfrom 
time to time 

VI. Cavalier Operation Support 
Systems 

Under the same rates. rermr. and 
conditions specified in this Exhibit 

have agreed," nor are they 
prescribed by the Commission's 
rules (Alher-l Pnnd Rehunal, page 
?O. linec 71-22) 
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VEKIZON PROPOSED 
COYTRACT L.4KCUAGE 

\'ERlZON RATIOSALE 

must seek authorization fiom the 
Virginia SCC for the rates i t  
proposes to chaige L'itgiiim 

lr-hiir<i!m,i Order 7 589 (Alhei-i 
Piinel Diiecr. page 78. l i i i o  6-8) 

1 

I 
In addition to aswring satisfactory 
performance to CLECs in the 
aggregate, the PAP \vas designed 
to assure satisfactory performance 
\'hs-a-vis particular caniers If 
Verizon does not meet a critical 
measure, such as PR-4-04, at the 
industry aggregate level in a given 
month (that is. ifVerizon trusses 
too many total CLEC 
appointments in one month), 
Verizon must make penalty 
payments to every CLEC that 
received substandard service If, 
however, Verizon meets a critical 
measure, such as PR-4-04, 3t the 
industry aggregate level for two 
consecutive months, but 
nonetheless misses the measure in 
both months "vis-&vis Cavalier," 
Verizon must pay penalties to 
Cavalier Therefore, the camer- 
specific remedies contained in  the 
Virginia PAP are sufficient to 

I 
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DISPL'TED ISSLIES , CAVALIER PROPOSED ~ CAVALIER R4TION4LE 
! CON'TRACT L A Y G I I C E  ~ 

! A for aiialogou5 ~ e r i z o n  operation ~ 

j support systems fuiictioiis 

i V11. All Other Cabalier Serticrs 
1 Available to Verizon lor Purposes 

Etlectuating Local Exchange 
:ompetition 

( b a i l a b l e  a t  ralei comparable ro 
leriroii charges or a t  Cavaliei's 
ariffed rates or _ernerail) available 
ates 

VERIZON PROPOSED 
COYTRACTLANGUAGE 

VERLZON R.4TIOKALE 

addresi CaLaliei's coiiceins, and 
there is no need for rhe additional 
layei o r c m i r i - s p e c i f i c  iemrdirs 
Cavalier proposes (Agro Rehurrnl, 
page 7. llllrs 6-16) 

The most recent PAP Report (June 
2003) ihows  t h a t  Verizon hds 
provided Ca~al ic i  customers %lth a 
leve l  of  service that exceeds the 
brnchmark standard ser by the 
Virginia SCC This same report 
also shows that, for all  critical 
measures, Verizon provide5 
Cavalier customers with a level of 
service that is always as good as, 
and generally exceeds, the level of 
service that Verizon provides 11s 
own retail cuslomers (Agro 
Rebuild poge 7, l i r i a  20-24) 

In connection with Verizon's 
section 271 application in Virginia, 
the Virginia SCC staff reported 
that i t  had been able to replicate 
Verizon's performance results 
successfully since the Fall of 2001 
and that it continues to do so on a n  
ongoing basis (Agro Rebutto/. 
page 8, lines 6-8) 

The first annual audit ofVerizon's 
reporting accuracy under the 
Virginia PAP is taking place now, 
with the Liberty Group 
Consultants perforrmng the audit 
(Agro Rrburtul, page 8, lines / I -  
13) 
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DISPUTED ISSCES 
- 

- 
CAVALIER PROPOSED 

CONTRACT LAVCITAGE 
CAVALlER RATlON.4t.E ‘ VEIUZOP; PROPOSED 

COhTRACT LANGUAGE 
VERIZON RATIOSALE 

Cavalier could wold  sending its 
kChniCidni out 111 the tirst place if 
i t  participated in Veriron’s 
Cooperatibe Teitiiig program for 
digital (or xDSL-capable) loops, as  
most CLECs do Under this 
program. whcn Verizon completes 
a ser\#ice installation, the 
rechnician calls the number 
provided by Cavalier on the ordei 
form submitted by Cavalier The 
Verizon technician then works 
with Cavalier in leal time to 
contirm that the service is working 
If i t  i s  not working, Verizon will 
work with Cavalier to resolve the 
problem (Albei I Pniiel Ruhulini. 
puge 21. line5 2 - 2 6 ,  pogr 72. 
line.\ / - 3 )  

I f  Cavalier loses a customer served 
by a Cavalier switch, Cavalier 
needs only ( I )  to port the 
customer’s telephone number to 
the other carrier ~ an action for 
which  carriers do not charge each 
other, consistent with the 
C o m s s i o n ’ s  mles (Number 
fuwubili@ Order 7 49); and (2) to 
update the E91 I database If 
Cavalier loses a customer served 
by resale or through UNE-P, 
Cavalier does not even have to 
per fom these limited functions 
Verizon does not charge for these 
activities when a Verizon customer 
switches to Cavalier There is no 
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1 DISPLITED ISSLIES 

ssue C28: Should the 
Narties' obligations 
egarding V/FX traffic b, 
eciprocal? (99 1.51(7), 
.52(a), 4.2.7.15(~), 

CAVALIER PROPOSED 
COKTKACT L A V G U G E  

RESOLVED 

CAVALIER RATION ALE 
- 

RESOLVED 

VERIZON PROPOSED 
C.'ONlKACT LANGUAGE: 

RESOLVED 

VERIZOV R l T l O Z l L E  

'eason uliy Cavalici should clidrgc 
o r  these actirities when rhe 
)roccs> is ievsissd ( A / h r r /  P,iiiid 

!hec i ,  pnge 30, / I J ~  7-15)  

Verizon does not charge Cavalier 
h r  any of the functions that Mr 
:errlo dehcribes in that chart 
, A i b o t  Panel Rehutfiil, pug" 23, 
lines 12-13) 

When Cavalier wins  a cusromer 
From Verizon and orders a loop 
From Verizon, Verizon chaiges a 
ion-recumng and a recurring 
: h a r g  for the loop The non- 
recurring charge i s  intended to 
:over Verizon's cosfs for 
xov~sioning the loop For 
:xample, in some cases, a 
:echnician has to go ouf into the 
field to reanange facilities in order 
:o make a loop available to 
Zavaher'c curmmer Tn other 
:ases, a central office technician 
will  cross-connect the loop to 
Zavalier's collocation 
mangement Cavalier provides no 
such facility to Verizon when 
Verizon wins a customer from 
Zavalier therefore performs no 
such functions (Albel-l Punel 
Rebu~ml,  page 23. line3 /6-23) 
RESOLVED 
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r DISPU’rED ISSUES CAVALIER PROPOSED 
CONTR4CT 1.ANT.l: 4GE 

4.2.1.15(e),5.6.6,5.6.8, 
5.1.4.9, 5.7.5.2.1, 

C.4V.41.IER R 4 T l O V L E  VERIZON PROPOSED 1 V E R I Z O Y  RATIOKALE 
CONTRACT LAKGUACE 

! 

o n V i F X  traffic be 
reciprocal? (Stj l.S1(7), 
1.52(a),4.2.7.15(~), 5.6.8, 
5.7.5.2.1, 5.7.5.2.4.1, 
5.1.5.2.4.2, 5.1.69) 
lssue VZS: What terms 
and conditions should 
nppl) to “ Intra Premises 
Wir ing”? ( $ 5  1.34(a); 
I 1  2.14; 11.2.16)). 
lssue V34: Should 
Cavalier be required to 
provide monthly 
advanced payments or 
estimated charges, wi th  
appropriate true-up 
against actual billed 
charges, if Cavalier IS 

insolvent or fails to timel; 
pay two o r  more bills 
rrom Verizon or  a 
Verizon affiliate in any 
12-month period? (tj 
10.6). 
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RESOLVED 

RESOLVED 

See Response to Issue CZ1. 

I 

! RESOLI’ED RESOLVED 

RESOLVED RESOLVED 

See Response to Issue C21. 

RESOLVED 

RESOLVED 
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